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i\ * This parer is an abstract cf the criginal aanus¢ript,

b? Bancy Boulton, ;which examines the area of intersection Lketween
Pyrely linguistic and social behavior to see if. the latter.is
asménable to formal description. The paper exalznes pPsychoanalytic
discourse and presents evidence for the~§ollcu1ng hypetheses: (1)
since participants can recognize deéviatidn f£rca expected
coapinicative principles, there exists a systes of rules of )
coauﬁnicatzte competence; (2) some forms of deviation from this code

are ppre "acceptable than others, which suggests fule=governad
behawjor; and (3) by mutual consent, deviaticns 'froaw the
cosafifiicative nora are enployed and tolerated. The following .
hypo seg are foraulated: (1) an ,adequate thecry .¢f ccommunicative

Rise; (2) psychoanalytic discourse can ke learned because it
%no:aal rules of communicgative competence; (3) differences

nt porsal and psychoanalytzc conversaticn cccur by mutual °

of the partzczpants, and are therefore toletrable; and.({4)

Freuﬁ'ﬁ :basic rule of analysis and the ordinary rules of

tive boapetence are no nutually conpatzble, Eut wviclation
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II. PSYCHOARALYTIC DISCUURSE AlD ORDIVARY CONVFRSATION
" {abstracted from the original 31 page ms, by llancy Eoulton)

’a

* . . ROBIM TOLMACH LAKOFF - :
UWIVERSITY OF CALIFORKIA, BERKEIEY
f -~ - ) ' . .
+ Grammar is a continuum from tho strictly linguistic rules of phonology,

moypholory, syntax, and ‘scmant:i'gs to the contextually beund rules of the prag-

L3 i - .
matic systom. Ve can think of grammar as part of 2 sct of descriptive rules

: ) ’ . .
wvhich comprise Loth gh_c norms of social bchavior and the assumptions of a.cocni-

-

tive systom. Howover, il is

still » debatablo estion how much of human soeial

behavior is rule-governced in the way pavely linguistic bohavior is. This papcr
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‘nizpd as such can ?e con51dered as Froof of the'exlstence of a grammar of dis.

, tends to be Derceived by the addressees as their«faulﬁi If a speakeﬂ’s meaning

. (3),

bl
1

examines the area of intersecti nn between purely lipguistic and social beha§1or

to see if the latler is amenable to formal description,

A

The fact that deviant systcms of communication can be constructed and recog.

-

"4

b

a’ 1
course. Therefore, this paper will exXamine one such system~-psychoanalytlc
—~ .

discourse--and present evldenc% for the following hypotheses: . .

- -

1) Sini;ﬁ?articipants can recognize deviation from expected communicative prin-
' 4 .

cipdes, Fhere exists a system of rules of communicative competence. '

2} Some forms of deviation from this code are more aceeptable than others to

LS

the participants in a discourse. This in itself suggests that we are dealing wit™

-
-

rule-governed behavior.

3) Pérticipaﬁfs learn to engage in gpecial forms of communication by mutual con-

sent and in a well-defined context. Under these circurfgfances, deviations from t'i

- norm are countenanced and employed, where in other- contexts they .ould not be.

.

The participanfs in psfchotherapy learn to tommunicate in this special .

- -

é&steh vwhile it is in effect. Unconét:iouslyz they.devise both a comparative

“grammar contrasting their normal communicative system witﬁ that employed .in

psychotherapy and a descriptive grarmar of the therapeutic language itself. |

In normal discoﬁrse participants make two overriding assumptions:

1) ‘The participants are rational. .
1

The Principle of Rutlonallty (PR) implies that partlcipants assume that one

n

another’s contribtutions are intelllglbl%, and that & failure in 1nte111g1b111ty .

-

-

or motivation is guestioned, this implies that the questioner is no longer able-

. ) - . /
to maintain a sense of identity with the other and (implicitly)'d9es not con=-

i’

" . sider the speaker to be a member of the community to which the guestioner belongs.
If %his can be attributed to natural cadses, such as being a foreigner, then the

: 3ffron£ is much less and explanations may be much more frcely asked and given.
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If the speaker should bc a momber of the communtity, any imﬁuta;ion to the con- . '

trary is threatening. ’ .

.2) All contribmtions benefit the perticinants. Co L \

+

The Pr:ﬁb;ﬁle of Beneflt (PB) re?ers to the fact thet people engége in dis-

course because they expect to and do get something out of it. “Somethlng" may be '

i.q. useful factual informatlon, or it may Just be'an emotional feellng of acceptance
or well-being; most often iﬁ is a combanation of the two. A communlcatlon that

falls to be beneficial is likely to be cofisidered harmful hy the receiver on the
v
grounds that: 1) it does not beneflt and may actually hurt “&0 he has not been ]

correctly percelved by the other and therefore a relatlonshlp of 1dent1f1chtlon

N s
- b “\ LI

does not exist between them. o,

-
* L]

Participants in a nornél conversation take turns at the roles of SpYaker and
- addressee. Eolding the role of speaker is “one of the nrl%ciple benefits t& be

gained from a conversation, and a participant who monoppllZes a4 conversation is
%fhus in violation of the Principle of Benefit. .- e . - n
- ) ~ C /

. The determination of hoﬁ participanis are to benefit each .other rests upon

,P

clarity or rapport--the lattoe '‘supersedes.

? .

[ - . .

- ‘ L """ .l
Principles of communicative competence chn be giveén ﬁn’dlagram form,

- . as follows: ) . AT




L (5)

Principle of Rationality of Participants
Principle ‘o Benefit to Participantis l

Rules of Clar,ity ot . Rules of !&apport :
s .
1. quality: be truthful - 1. distance: remain aloof
2. quantity:-say only what’ : 2. deforcnce: give the other optlonp ;
* is necessary 3. camaraderie: make the other V!
3. relevance: be relevant - feel comfortable i
4. manner: be clear - } ) ;

L

Psychoanalytic discourse, as does normal discourse, has its oyn Principles of

Communicative Competence. These prlnclples were first emuciated by Freud some €

years ago in his paper, "On Beginning the Traetment" (Standard Ed., vol. 12,.pp.

¥,

121-14L), Freud says, "The patient must be left to do the talking, and must be
free to choose a2t what point he.shall begin." The implication is that it is the ‘
analyst's obligatl r. to see that this is so. Ostensibly, il would seem from this

statement that the patiént has the rower to determine ﬂhe course ol the conver-

™
sation, while actually it 1s the Q%alyst who determines how the discourse shzll
proceéd and exéréises this power by allouing it to proceed at the patient‘s“ﬁﬁ&n.

ﬂlthough the analyst controls the discourse, he foes riot directly control the
4 |

choice ot topic. In this conversational situation, the one who appears/ to hold
. R ]

the power, does.not really hold it. In normal discourse, power is usually shared
emong the pafticipants. Vhy in poychoanalytlc discourse do the participants put _-.:

with this abnormblcrelataonshlp—-how does 1t benefit them? Ve assume that the -'_‘
} * ' o
Principle of Zenefi®d remains in effect in psychoanalytic discourse, but(we must

reinterpret the benefit accordlng to this special context. -

" Another example of rapport violation through non-rec1proc1ty exlgts when the

#

analyst tells the analysand, HRefore I_can igy anythlng to you, I must know a grmé_) ‘

deal about you." In normal, discourse it would be éonsidered véry odd -for pﬁly.oﬁc

participant to talk atout himself and the other to comment on %hat he says. The K

] . -
one making the relevations would feel discéimfort becauge he alone was violating . _
. . b v AN .
distance. The recelver of the confidences would feel uncomfortable because he was

abrogating camaraderie. Fut in the analytic situation such violations régularly .

occur. fod ! - . : . ?
J . H




, insight into the human condi£!on, aatlsfactlon

: \\\ N
. I \w. (6)
\\. - i
The inwitation to the analysand to be free from ofdinhry conversational .
constraints. when viewedﬂfgfgjgleséiy is seen as highly congtraining Freud's

instmcthn.;rto the am}ysand not to withhold anythlng, engo:m him to overloo}c
.\ ) s
both Rules of Clarity-and Rapport. Being honest even if it hur%s onie of the par-

EN

tivipants is in direct:violatlon of the overriding principle iglunmml discurse
that.if a possibility-of conflict arises betwecen Clarity and Rapport, Rapport

supersedes Clarity,

In ordinary discourse, a viglation of Clarity or Rapport.is purely and <

simply deviant because such a viodation nullifies the Principle of Benefit. But

since the very deviance of a contribution in analysis is grist for the analytic
L]

mill, it ig beneficial according to the broader concept of benefit employed herc,

The psyd¢hoznalytic conversation is l?qt\a means to an end, in contrast to most

[l
A

ordinary conversations which produce behefit in and of themselves.

A Tuus the purposes of the analytlc settlng Justlﬁy a dlfferent view of the

L

abrogation of Clarity and Rapport Yhen v101ations occur, however, they are

noted’ by .the analyst. It is still assumed that pnless somehow prevented,,‘a
- \ v

“spealer would wish and intepd‘tp present hic thoughts in conformity with Clarity

Il
4

Ay

and Rapport. Deviatio;)n then, is assumed to reflect a speeial situation in the
ana)lysand's unconscious mind. Thg distinctive feature of the analytic sett:mg is
that he {s given an extra optlon--not. really optional--of \{‘ollow:.ng trains of
thought that do not directly benefit elther partlcipant. Poth partacipants agreg,
more or less 1mp11cltly, that they will not expect to galn from thls discourse

b F) ) oo a
what they woud’ ordinarily gain. s . N

L]

However, bot){part:.cipants mist benefit from a conversatlon in order for it \
to continue, What does the analyst get? Increasgd knowledge, we might say, more
gj his curiosity, and the sense of’
hav:lpg been useful; this is complenienta?jr to what the analysand gots and closely

related td what anyone expects to get from an ordinary con%%rsatioq, These ars of

.

.gomlse less crucial bencfits thdn the analy‘s\and derives, which is & justificatio.

r
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for the analyst's fee, ‘ . .

. .

Freud states that’the process of interpretation in psychoanalytic Qiscourse
should wait untii a bood of trust has been established between “the“analyst énd\
the analysand, Interpretation ﬁedlates between\;hat is unlntelligible and irra-
tiooéifond vwhat is understandable and clear, In ordlnary disooarse to be told \
that one is not making sense is almost oertaiﬁlx‘rec;ived as an insult of § par-
ticularly humiliating kipd.;lfbone violates clarity to this_oxtopt, one is
assumed to bé doing so uhintentiohaiiy (as.io almost invariably:the gase), and,
therefore, to be acting'?athoiogically. It is ovident that intorpretotion could
disrupt the therapeutic dialog unless there was sufficient love and trust alread&
estoblished (via tée transforenco) so that thé analysand's»positi%e feelings out—
welfhed the negative, Trust and rapport are also strengthened by the parti01pant°'
mutual.ugreement that the anal&sand w111 not insist én his rationallty Since’

both pgrtlclpants know that the analysand has chosen this role volﬂntarlly, tho

‘analyst's interpretations of his contrlbutions does not rankle as it would

.

otherwise, - . )

,

The analyst's-interpretations are comparableé to the 4nalysand's contributions

-

in that-they are deviant from normal cowrunicative acts. Tho'analyst violates

Rapport,'speoifically caglaraderie, by questidning the mothzatioo behi® the
» - v , - F3 . . \
analysand's utterance and treating his communication as somgthing which requires
. “f . . :
an interpretation, However, the analyst doés not typically viblate Clarity which

would be done by giving evasive, unclear, or irrelevany answers. /{

From what we have.said above, the followiog{hwfotheses can be formulated:

¢
- Nl . \

1., Mn adequate theory of commni.cative competenoe must covex both ormal hnd
extraordinary forms of discourse. -, e, !

2, Psychoanalyltic discourse can be learned pregésely beéauob it fol ows the = ,f

normal Rules of Commurdcative Competence. . -

3, Pifferdnces between normal and pdychq,nalytlo conversation occur | mutual
consent of the participants,- and thereforo are tolerable.

4, Frued's Basic Rule of anaiysis and ‘the ordinary "rules of CormuAichtive.
Competence are not mutually compatible, tutrviolatisn of the latter in the -
apalytic setting provides, the basis for the amalystls interpretations. ) .




